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CURRENT DECISIONS 

Admiralty— Action for Maritime Tort May Be Brought at Common 
L AW ._While the plaintiff, a longshoreman, was working on board the defendant's 
vessel in the North River, he was seriously injured by falling through a hatchway 
which had been negligently left open by his foreman. The defendant had complied 
with the provisions of the New York Workmen's Compensation Law (Laws, 1914, 
ch/41). The trial court granted the defendant's motion to dismiss the case on 
the ground that the plaintiff had failed to prove facts sufficient to constitute a cause 
of action. Held, that there should be a new trial. Kennedy v. Cunard Co. (1921) 
197 App. Div. 459, 189 N. Y. Supp. 402. 

There can be no recovery for a maritime tort under a state workmen's compen- 
sation statute. Southern Pacific Co. v. Jensen (1917) 244 U. S. 205, 37 Sup. Ct 
524; Knickerbocker Ice Co. v. Stewart (1920) 253 U. S. 149, 40 Sup. Ct. 438. 
The plaintiff was remitted to the remedies he would have had if no compensation 
act had existed, and one of those remedies was an action at common law in a 
state court. For a comprehensive discussion of the problems of jurisdiction here 
involved, see Comments (1917-18) 27 Yale Law Journal, 253, 924; (1919) 28 
Yale Law Journal, 835 ; (1920) 29 Yale Law Journal, 925. 

Conflict of Laws — Enforcement of Foreign Judgments. — The claimant 
obtained a judgment in Malta against the estate of a testator, declaring that the 
testator was the father of the claimant's illegitimate child, and ordering the 
indefinite payment of an annuity to her out of his estate. In the English adminis- 
tration of the testator's estate the claimant sought to enforce payment of the 
arrears. Held, that the claim should be denied (1) because it was based upon 
facts which would give rise to no cause of action in England, being contrary to 
public policy, and (2) because the judgment was not final, being subject to modifi- 
cation according to the necessities of the child. Macfarlane v. Macartney [1921] 
1 Ch. 522. 

The decision is in accord with the requisites of the English courts in the enforce- 
ment of foreign judgments. See Lorenzen, The Enforcement of American Judg- 
ments Abroad (1920) 29 Yale Law Journal, 268, 289. The American courts do 
not look upon the rights of illegitimate children with such disfavor. See (1919) 
28 Yale Law Journal, 518. In this country, too, a judgment for alimony in 
another state is final as to past installments actually due, and as such is entitled to 
full faith and credit under the Federal Constitution. Sistare v. Sistare (1910) 
218 U. S. 1, 30 Sup. Ct. 682. 

Evidence — Admissibility of Skull of Deceased in Murder Trial. — The 
defendant was convicted of murder in the second degree. At the trial, the skull 
of the deceased, substantially in the same condition as when it was amputated from 
the body, was admitted in evidence to furnish an ocular inspection to the jury of 
the places of exit and entry of the bullet that produced death. The defendant 
assigned its admission as error on the ground that it tended to improperly influence 
the jury. Held, that there was no error in the admission of the skull as evidence. 
Larmon v. State (1921, Fla.) 88 So. 471. 

The decision follows the rule applied in the great majority of American courts. 
It is generally held that the skull of a deceased is admissible in evidence when it 
furnishes an ocular demonstration to the jury, helpful to them in arriving at their 
verdict Thrawley v. State (1899) 153 Ind. 37s, 55 N. E. 95; State v. Mariano 
(1914) 37 R. I. 168, 91 Atl. 21; State v. Rodrigues (1917) 23 N. M. 156, 167 
Pac 426; Wharton, Criminal Evidence (10th ed. 1912) sec. 518 C; 12LR. A. 
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